editors themselves play a part in this obsession with the IF, leaving aside, of course, their unquestionable ethical behavior. During their tenure, they are the guardians of their journal's prestige and it is only logical that they wish to publish the work of consolidated groups of renown. As a counterpart, they may be more demanding with groups of less acclaim in their field or those that propose novel hypotheses that are not immediately sustainable by hard experimental evidence.
Therefore, editors have become rigorous filters of quality control. It is common to receive a responsive message stating that, while our work is excellent, its publication exceeds the capacity of the journal. Thus, the corresponding editor regrets that it cannot be considered for review because so many good papers are received in the editorial office and, unfortunately, they are forced to reject most of them. On other occasions, the trouble is that the manuscript is "beyond the scope" of the journal in question. Strictly speaking, this is not the editor's fault because, after all, he or she is responsible for the yearly IF review. However, it is perhaps questionable to what extent the prestige and scientific weight of a group (i.e., its IF) should be determining factors in the initial acceptance of an article for review while papers of a similar level from less well-established groups are rejected.
As a corollary, we are firmly convinced that editors should be prevented from submitting research articles to the journal that they serve. Beyond the fact that they act as filters of the articles' scientific quality, editors must frequently resolve discrepancies between authors and reviewers and have the final decision on a paper's acceptance. Therefore, submissions from their own research group will, almost inevitably, be judged with more permissive criteria. Because each area is served by a large number of journals, it would seem very easy to avoid such doubt: "Caesar's wife must be above suspicion."
